Cooling degree models and future energy demand in the residential sector. A seven-country case study by Castaño-Rosa, Raúl et al.
sustainability
Article
Cooling Degree Models and Future Energy Demand in the
Residential Sector. A Seven-Country Case Study
Raúl Castaño-Rosa 1,2,* , Roberto Barrella 3 , Carmen Sánchez-Guevara 4 , Ricardo Barbosa 5 ,
Ioanna Kyprianou 6 , Eleftheria Paschalidou 7 , Nikolaos S. Thomaidis 7 , Dusana Dokupilova 8 ,
João Pedro Gouveia 9 , József Kádár 10,11, Tareq Abu Hamed 11 and Pedro Palma 9


Citation: Castaño-Rosa, R.; Barrella,
R.; Sánchez-Guevara, C.; Barbosa, R.;
Kyprianou, I.; Paschalidou, E.;
Thomaidis, N.S.; Dokupilova, D.;
Gouveia, J.P.; Kádár, J.; et al. Cooling
Degree Models and Future Energy
Demand in the Residential Sector. A
Seven-Country Case Study.
Sustainability 2021, 13, 2987. https://
doi.org/10.3390/su13052987
Academic Editor: José M. Labeaga
Received: 6 January 2021
Accepted: 3 March 2021
Published: 9 March 2021
Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neutral
with regard to jurisdictional claims in
published maps and institutional affil-
iations.
Copyright: © 2021 by the authors.
Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland.
This article is an open access article
distributed under the terms and
conditions of the Creative Commons
Attribution (CC BY) license (https://
creativecommons.org/licenses/by/
4.0/).
1 Department of Electrical Engineering, University Carlos III of Madrid, Avenue of the University 30,
28911 Leganés, Spain
2 Faculty of the Built Environment, Tampere University, Korkeakoulunkatu 1, 33720 Tampere, Finland
3 Chair of Energy and Poverty—ICAI School of Engineering, Comillas Pontifical University, C. Alberto
Aguilera, 25, 28015 Madrid, Spain; rbarrella@comillas.edu
4 School of Architecture (ETSAM), Universidad Politécnica de Madrid (UPM), Spain, Avda. Juan de Herrera 4,
28040 Madrid, Spain; carmen.sanchezguevara@upm.es
5 ISISE, Department of Civil Engineering, University of Minho, 4800-058 Guimarães, Portugal;
ricardobarbosa@civil.uminho.pt
6 Energy, Environment, Water Research Centre (EEWRC), The Cyprus Institute, 20 Konstantinou Kavafi Street,
Nicosia 2121, Cyprus; i.kyprianou@cyi.ac.cy
7 Applied Economics Laboratory (AELab), School of Economics, Aristotle University of Thessaloniki,
541 24 Thessaloniki, Greece; elefpasc@econ.auth.gr (E.P.); nthomaid@econ.auth.gr (N.S.T.)
8 Institute for Forecasting, Centre of Social and Psychological Studies, Slovak Academy of Sciences,
811 05 Bratislava, Slovakia; dusana.dokupilova@savba.sk
9 CENSE—Center for Environmental and Sustainability Research, NOVA School of Science and Technology,
NOVA University Lisbon, 2829-516 Caparica, Portugal; jplg@fct.unl.pt (J.P.G.);
p.palma@campus.fct.unl.pt (P.P.)
10 Haifa Center for German and European Studies, University of Haifa, Abba Khoushy Ave 199,
Haifa 3498838, Israel; jozsef.kadar@arava.org
11 Arava Institute for Environmental Studies, and The Dead Sea and Arava Science Center, Kibbutz Ketura, D.N.
Hevel Eilot 88840, Israel; tareq@arava.org
* Correspondence: raulcastano90@gmail.com
Abstract: The intensity and duration of hot weather and the number of extreme weather events, such
as heatwaves, are increasing, leading to a growing need for space cooling energy demand. Together
with the building stock’s low energy performance, this phenomenon may also increase households’
energy consumption. On the other hand, the low level of ownership of cooling equipment can cause
low energy consumption, leading to a lack of indoor thermal comfort and several health-related
problems, yet increasing the risk of energy poverty in summer. Understanding future temperature
variations and the associated impacts on building cooling demand will allow mitigating future
issues related to a warmer climate. In this respect, this paper analyses the effects of change in
temperatures in the residential sector cooling demand in 2050 for a case study of nineteen cities
across seven countries: Cyprus, Finland, Greece, Israel, Portugal, Slovakia, and Spain, by estimating
cooling degree days and hours (CDD and CDH). CDD and CDH are calculated using both fixed and
adaptive thermal comfort temperature thresholds for 2020 and 2050, understanding their strengths
and weaknesses to assess the effects of warmer temperatures. Results suggest a noticeable average
increase in CDD and CDH values, up to double, by using both thresholds for 2050, with a particular
interest in northern countries where structural modifications in the building stock and occupants’
behavior should be anticipated. Furthermore, the use of the adaptive thermal comfort threshold
shows that the projected temperature increases for 2050 might affect people’s capability to adapt
their comfort band (i.e., indoor habitability) as temperatures would be higher than the maximum
admissible values for people’s comfort and health.
Keywords: CDD; CDH; energy demand; energy poverty; climate change
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1. Introduction
According to the NOAA’s National Centers for Environmental Information, July 2020
was the hottest month ever in the Northern Hemisphere, exceeding July 2019, where the
previous highest record was set [1]. Similarly, with an increase of 1.9 ◦C (global mean,
1.03 ◦C), the last decade (2010–2019) has been the warmest decade on record in Europe,
highlighting that annual mean temperature increase in Europe has been higher than the
global average [2]. Furthermore, a 2 ◦C increase in global average temperature is expected
if global emissions are not reduced by 2030 [3], leading to increased intensity and duration
of hot weather and a higher frequency of extreme weather events (heatwaves and cold
spells). Extreme weather events can generate many health and wellbeing implications,
such as health-related stress, mental health issues, and asthma [4].
Energy poverty, understood as a situation in which households cannot afford the
appropriate amount of energy to satisfy their domestic needs [5], has traditionally been
associated with countries with cold and long winter seasons and households with low
income living in poor energy-efficiency dwellings. However, a limited number of studies
show the impacts of a warmer climate in the residential sector and the consequences for
European citizens’ well-being concerning energy poverty in summer [6]. Summer energy
poverty refers to the impossibility to keep homes adequately cool in summer, with a focus
on Central and Southern Europe and the Mediterranean regions [7–10]. Some studies
show how projected climate warming events and heatwaves are expected to increase
both in frequency and intensity, leading to severe health impacts on urban dwellers [11]
and affecting disproportionately vulnerable population groups (i.e., elderly, low-income
households) due to their inability to keep the adequate cooling level in their homes [12].
According to Jessel et al. [10], symptoms of arthritis, pulmonary, cardiovascular, and
respiratory illnesses deteriorate in houses that are not adequately cool. Similarly, Taylor
et al. [13] show that increased mortality rates in the UK are directly related to severe
weather conditions and, consequently, to extremely high temperatures inside the house.
In this respect, a warmer world will imply that more people will need access to cooling
systems worldwide to live in a healthy indoor environment [14]. Therefore, the built
environment, where people live, work and spend most of their time, plays a crucial role in
climate change mitigation.
Climate change will impact residential energy demand due to extreme weather and
the increase in average temperature and cooling needs. However, it is difficult to assess the
impacts of climate change on residential electricity consumption, as it strongly depends on a
wide range of factors, for instance, socio-economic and environmental [15]. Damm et al. [16]
estimated the impacts of climate change in mean annual electricity demand in the +2 ◦C
periods for the Representative Concentration Pathways (RCP) RCP2.6, RCP4.5, and RCP8.5
in 26 European countries. Overall, the peak of electricity consumption decreases in most
countries, whereas an increase in monthly cooling electricity demand for each country is
expected (highlighting Finland, Sweden, and Italy). These results must be taken carefully
into consideration due to the sociodemographic and environmental factors being different
depending on each context [16]. In Portugal, Gouveia et al. [17] projected a potential
variation of space cooling energy services demand for 2050 ranging from −10% to +83%
of current levels depending on indoor thermal comfort conditions, also corroborated by
the findings of Figueiredo et al. [15], who projected that space cooling consumption might
increase as much as 20-fold. These findings suggest that total residential electricity demand
could potentially increase from 5% to 60%. Similarly, Jankovic et al. [18] investigated the
potential demand changes using cooling degree days (CDD) in Serbia at the end of the
21st century under the climatic scenario A1B (medium emissions) and A2 (high emissions).
Although some limitations have been associated with the use of CDD to evaluate cooling
demand in the building sector, it is widely used at both global and national levels [19,20].
Results show an increase of CDD is expected all over Serbia up to 44.35% for 2100 under
scenario A2. Additionally, Jakubcionis and Carlsson [21] used CDD to assess the potential
Sustainability 2021, 13, 2987 3 of 25
of residential cooling demand in Europe, expecting Portugal’s total cooling residential
demand to increase in a range of 13- to 36-fold by 2050.
In the European Union (EU), the residential sector is responsible for more than one-
quarter of the total primary cooling energy demand [22]. It is expected to increase up to
74.5% by 2050 [23], mainly due to the low energy-efficiency characteristics of the existing
building stock, which was built before the first energy-efficiency regulation, also lacking
evaluation in the form of the Energy Performance Certificate (EPC) [24]. Therefore, a signif-
icant increase in the electric energy consumption for residential cooling may be expected,
from about 35 TWh in 2015 to 137 TWh in 2050 [23]. Similarly, by using EU-28 aggregated
residential data, Andreou et al. [25] analyzed the potential cooling energy and total elec-
tricity consumption. Results showed growth from 16 TWh/y in 2015 to 38–104 TWh/y in
2050 in space cooling energy demand, increasing the share of cooling consumption in final
electricity use from 2% in 2015 to 4–12% in 2050. However, discrepancies between cooling
appliances related to energy consumption projections from the IEA [26] and JRC [27] have
arisen, as cooling appliances usage increase in the future is not projected. In this respect,
it is important to understand how different models (CDD or CDH, fixed or adaptive
thermal comfort temperature thresholds) affect the projected scenarios on temperature
change and, consequently, residential cooling demand to ultimately recommend suitable
actions towards mitigation adaptation of the built environment. Furthermore, this type
of analysis sheds light on the nexus between building standards and cooling demand
increase, addressing the need to improve the energy efficiency of existing building stock as
an instrument to address climate warming, greenhouse gas emissions, and cooling demand
increase [28,29].
Different climate variables, such as merely using the current climate’s characteris-
tics [30] or choosing a warm past year to represent climate warming [31], have been used
to determine future electricity demand in the residential sector. However, parametric
(based on the relationship between demand and temperature) [32], energy balance (based
on heat gains and losses of buildings using building simulation tools) [33], and degree
day (based on relating temperature with the heating/cooling requirements) [34] models
are the most common methods used to determine the future residential energy demand.
These studies predominantly assume a fixed threshold to calculate CDD and, subsequently,
cooling demand, neglecting the impacts of using adaptive thermal comfort temperature
thresholds on the cooling demand reduction [35,36]. In this way, it is possible to fail to
understand the effect of adaptive actions taken by building users to adapt to increasing air
temperatures while maintaining indoor thermal comfort levels. In this respect, G. Ciulla
et al. [37] investigated the use of Artificial Neural Networks to predict the thermal energy
demand associated with winter air conditioning of non-residential buildings, providing a
novel method to quickly estimate the thermal load needed.
Thermal comfort is a complex subject. The adaptive perspective; unlike the analytical
model developed by Fanger [38], which is the basis for the majority of fixed thresholds
considered in regulations; takes into consideration that people have a response to change
and are willing to act in order to restore thermal comfort conditions, extending their
comfort zone [39]. Thus, more researchers are using cooling degree hours (CDH) to
estimate residential energy consumption. Unlike CDD, CDH (the sum of the differences
between hourly average temperatures and the base temperature; hourly data) fit with
occupants’ thermal requirements and take into considerations the effects of latent loads,
i.e., the necessary amount of energy to dehumidify the air, without change of indoor
temperature [40]. The latent load is a significant aspect when indoor humidity is controlled,
specifically in humid climates and hot conditions [41].
Furthermore, the CDH index enables relatively effortless estimation of part-time
operation for each month (season), average cooling load profiles for day and night-time
independently, when cooling is needed; and simpler and more effective than other predic-
tion models [42]. Kyritsi and Michael [43] used CDH to assess the effectiveness of different
ventilation strategies and opening patterns for each part of the day. Results showed that
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night-time ventilation is the most effective cooling strategy in contrast to day-time ventila-
tion when indoor temperatures are over the acceptability limits. Furthermore, Papakostas
and Kyriakis [44] calculated the differences in CDH values between Thessaloniki and
Athens (Greece), showing that the higher the base temperature, the higher the differences
in CDH values between both cities (i.e., about 41% at 27.5 ◦C, in contrast to 31% at 25 ◦C),
and highlighting the role of location (climatic characteristics) in CDH values.
In the end, it is shown that the model, temperature base, and climatic database
influence the accuracy of predicted residential energy requirements [45], by that means the
potential to reduce building energy needs [46]. However, no studies assess the feasibility of
using CDD or CDH indexes and fixed or adaptive thermal comfort models to understand
future building cooling demand changes. More often, studies are designed based on data
availability or the researchers’ interests—rather than selecting the most appropriate method
relative to the intended purpose. Furthermore, the effects of a warmer climate in Nordic
residential cooling demand, compared with other EU countries, using CDD and CDH
indexes have not been investigated yet, leading future building cooling demand to be
neglected. Note that the authors of this study acknowledge that the cooling demand in
buildings depends on a wide range of factors, e.g., humidity, window size, irradiation,
occupants’ behavior [46], but this analysis falls outside the scope of this work.
In this respect, this paper aims to investigate the effects of a warmer climate in the
residential sector cooling demand for 2050 on a case study of nineteen cities across seven
countries: Cyprus, Finland, Greece, Israel, Portugal, Slovakia, and Spain, and how it
may differ depending on the model used for the analysis. Furthermore, the feasibility of
using the CDD and CDH indexes, and fixed and adaptive thermal comfort temperature
thresholds, to assess the effects of temperature changes in the building cooling demand
is analyzed in the seven countries. To do this, CDD and CDH indexes are calculated for
2020 and 2050, using nineteen European cities across seven countries, accounting for ten
different climate zones of the Köppen-Geiger climate classification [47]. The novelty of this
work consists not only in the use of two different thermal comfort temperature thresholds
(a fixed threshold based on the Eurostat standard [48], and an adaptive one by using the
adaptive thermal comfort ASHRAE standard 55-2017 [49]) but also the calculation of two
different indexes (CDD and CDH), making it possible to understand the strengths and
weaknesses of each method to estimate the potential residential cooling demand changes
for 2050. Furthermore, unlike existing studies that focus on southern countries, this paper
investigates for the first time which of the proposed methodologies better assess residential
cooling demand tendency by comparing northern, southern, and south-eastern countries.
This paper is organized as follows: Section 1 introduces the paper and research
question; the methodology used along with the case studies characterization is presented
in Section 2; results are presented and explained in Section 3, followed by a discussion in
Section 4; conclusions are provided in Section 5.
2. Materials and Methods
This work calculates CDD and CDH values by using a fixed and adaptive thermal com-
fort temperature threshold (Note that the adaptive thermal comfort temperature threshold
approach uses a base temperature that adapts to the occupants’ thermal comfort needs.),
providing insights on the strengths and weaknesses of each standard to estimate the
potential residential energy demand for 2050.
Firstly, a case study characterization to provide an overview of main climatic and resi-
dential building stock characteristics in the seven countries selected is shown in Section 2.1.
Secondly, Section 2.2 describes the climate data and the selected thermal comfort criteria.
Finally, the values of CDD and CDH in nineteen cities of the countries analyzed are cal-
culated by applying two different approaches, i.e., the Eurostat and the adaptive thermal
comfort methodologies (Section 2.3).
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2.1. Case Study Characterisation
To accommodate diversity in spatial, climate, buildings, and socio-economic profiles
across EU, nineteen cities of seven countries, accounting for ten different climate zones
of the Köppen-Geiger climate classification [47], have been selected for this work, i.e.,
Cyprus (Paphos), Finland (Oulu, Sodankylä, Turku), Greece (Athens, Thessaloniki, Tripoli),
Israel (Gilat), Portugal (Lisbon, Oporto), Slovakia (Bratislava, Trebisov, Poprad) and Spain
(Oviedo, Granada, Leon, Madrid, Pamplona, Sevilla). This section presents a clear profile of
the nineteen cities and seven countries that compose this case study regarding the climatic
characteristics and future climatic scenarios, and the residential sector characterization.
Figure 1 shows the location of the nineteen cities analyzed overlaid with the Köppen-Geiger
climate classification.
Figure 1. Location of the analyzed cities overlaid with the Köppen-Geiger climate classification
(authors’ contribution).
2.1.1. Climatic Perspective: Characteristics and Climatic Scenarios
This section describes the current climatic characteristics and temperature trends
for the countries of this study and unique features that should be considered in result
interpretation. Minimum and maximum temperatures throughout the year are presented
in Figure 2, illustrating the examined locations’ highly diverse profiles. For instance, in
January 2019, the minimum temperature in Sodankylä reached −21 ◦C, and during this
period, Gilat had a minimum temperature of 9.7 ◦C (see Figure 2).
Cyprus is an island located in the Eastern Mediterranean with mild winters and
hot summers, which is considered a climate change hotspot [50]. The database used for
all cities in this study only included the city of Paphos for this member state and was
therefore used here to ensure uniformity of data. As for the projected temperature increase,
it is estimated gradual and relatively strong warming of about 3.5–7 ◦C for the period
2070–2099, compared to the reference period 1961–1990 [51]. However, it should be noted
that, compared to Cyprus’s capital Nicosia where peak temperatures above 40 ◦C are
frequently recorded in July and August, Paphos is a coastal and relatively cool city where
peak temperatures reached 33.7 ◦C, July, and 33.5 ◦C, August in 2019 (see Figure 2).
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Finland has a much milder climate than the other regions located as far north, where
peak temperatures reached 23.4 ◦C in July (Turku) in 2019 (see Figure 2). However, it
is experiencing a significant impact on temperature increase due to climate change, and
it will become even worse in the forthcoming years. Average temperatures have risen
approximately by a total of 2 ◦C from 1847 to 2013 [52]. Similarly, Ruosteenoja et al. [53]
provide different updated climatic projections for Finland based on the CMIP5 climate
model [54], arguing that the predicted temperature increase will vary from 1.6 ◦C to 5.6 ◦C
depending on the RCP (Representative Concentrations Pathway) scenario.
Figure 2. Minimum and maximum temperatures for each city in 2019 [55–61].
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Greece has a wide range of temperatures between coastal and northern areas (see
Figure 2). Average annual temperatures have increased by 0.5–2.2 ◦C above the average
values of 1971–2000, depicting an upward trend [55].
Israel is located on the south-eastern shore of the Mediterranean Sea and the Red Sea’s
northern shore. The North part of Israel is a warm Mediterranean climate; the central
west is characterized by a semi-arid (steppe) hot climate; the central east is described as a
semi-arid (steppe) cold climate, and south Israel is a warm desert climate. Israel observed
many heatwaves in the last years; for instance, in September 2020, Israel faced one of the
toughest heat waves since 1930, where the peak temperature reached 48.9 ◦C in Eilat [56].
The city of Gilat was selected to represent Israel’s climate giving its hot desert climate [57],
where peak temperatures reached 37.6 ◦C in July in 2019 (see Figure 2).
Portugal has two main climatic areas: one with a temperate climate with rainy winter
and dry and hot summer, and the other with a temperate climate with rainy winter and
dry and not very hot summer. In 2017, Portugal registered its second-highest temperature
ever with a deviation of +1.1 ◦C compared to the national average for the reference period,
with the warmest year being 1997 [58]. In 2019, peak temperatures reached 27.8 ◦C (Lisbon)
in July (see Figure 2).
Slovakia is located in central Europe and is considered one of the countries with the
highest risk of suffering climate-change impacts. The average temperatures can increase by
at least 2 ◦C in urban areas and 0.5 ◦C in rural areas [3]. Furthermore, it is predicted that
the average temperature in the south of the country can increase from 2 to 5 ◦C, depending
on the scenario by the end of the century [3]. In 2019, peak temperatures reached 27 ◦C
(Bratislava) in July (see Figure 2).
Spain is another country with a broad climatic variability: Mediterranean, continental,
maritime, desert, high mountain, and even a subtropical climate. Nevertheless, the pro-
gressiveness of warming is almost linear in all the regions. In most regions, the rhythm
of the increase in mean temperatures is 2 ◦C every 30 years in the winter and 3 ◦C in
summer [59]. In 2019, peak temperatures reached 36.2 ◦C (Seville, southern) and 25.8 ◦C
(Oviedo, northern) in July (see Figure 2).
2.1.2. Residential Sector Profiles
Several indicators regarding building characteristics and energy efficiency are ana-
lyzed to better understand existing residential sector characteristics, how they might be
affected by a warmer climate, and identify potential impacts related to a cooling demand
increase. Note that these indicators have been selected according to the data available in
the selected cities.
Share of residential buildings built before 1980. This indicator may be considered a relevant
proxy to characterize building stock energy performance, as, unlike in Finland (Despite
first energy efficiency regulations have been in place since 1976, it was not until 1990
when a series of energy saving programs were established, meaning that those buildings
built before 1980 have poor energy-efficiency characteristics [60].), no energy efficiency
regulation was approved before 1980. This means that it is very likely that buildings that
were built before this date have no energy-efficiency measures implemented. Overall,
the existing residential sector is old and with very low energy efficiency performance. In
the selected countries, Slovakia has a 67% share of the total residential sector built before
1980 [61]. In our analysis, it is the country with the highest rate of buildings built before
1980, while Cyprus has the lowest rate with 40% [62]. The second position is for Greece
(58.4%) [63], followed by Spain (54.1%) [64], Finland (53.8%) [65] and Portugal (53.5%) [66].
Energy Performance Certificates (EPC) in the residential sector. The Energy Performance of
Buildings Directive 2018/844/EU [67] and Directive 2012/27/EU [68] are the EU’s legisla-
tive frameworks to boost and regulate buildings’ energy performance. Furthermore, EU
countries must implement a long-term renovation strategy [69], with milestones for 2030,
2040, and 2050, aiming at decarbonizing the national building stocks by 2050. However,
considering existing data, perspectives are somewhat discouraging, as not too much has
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been done to achieve the targets. Table 1 shows an overview of the share of EPC in the
residential sector in the studied countries in 2019. Finland, with 44.8%, is the country with
the highest rate of residential buildings with EPC. However, 68% out of total buildings
with EPC have a class “D” or lower. Highlight the case of Cyprus in which there is no
official database on issued EPCs; it is only known that 10% of new constructions have
EPCs. This is similar in the other countries where the vast majority of existing issued EPCs
represent “new buildings” (built after 1980); for instance, in Portugal, around 75% of the
residential building stock has an inefficient class equal to or below “C” [70]. Therefore,
special attention is needed when more than 50% of existing residential buildings were
built before 1980, and only up to 23% out of the total share of buildings with EPC (in the
best-case scenario) has an EPC rate ‘C’ or higher. Note that, unlike in the different countries
analyzed in this work, currently, there are no EPC records in Israel. However, from March
2022, all new buildings must be built following Standard 5282 [71] for buildings’ energy
rating, which is not currently mandatory.
Table 1. Share of EPC in the residential sector in 2019 [67–69].
Country Share of EPC (%) Total (%)A B C D or Lower
Cyprus - - - - 10.0
Finland 32.0 68.0 44.8
Greece 2.9 35.7 61.4 21.8
Israel - - - - -
Portugal 11.9 17.5 23.0 47.7 28.4
Slovakia 8.8 67.8 18.0 5.4 18.0
Spain 0.4 1.2 3.8 94.5 13.0
Share of households with air conditioning (AC). The use of AC and electric fans is in-
creasing rapidly, especially in the hottest regions, representing 10% of global electricity
consumption [72]. Households use cooling systems to overcome hot temperatures, create a
comfortable environment at home, and reduce potential health impacts of heat stress. Thus,
space cooling is becoming a basic energy service to potentially protect people from health
issues related to high temperatures and, consequently, reduce mortality risks [73]. Table 2
shows the share of households with AC in 2017. It is interesting to highlight that Spain
and Portugal, where main cities can reach the highest summer temperature record across
Europe, have a lower share of households with AC, justified by lower incomes, cultural
habitats, and alternative passive measures being used. Furthermore, Finland does not
have a record at all, as neither cooling needs reduction nor cooling system installation is
considered in the national building energy-efficiency regulation [74].
Table 2. Share of households with AC in 2017.
Cyprus [75] Finland Greece [76] Israel [77] Portugal [78] Slovakia [79] Spain [80]
84.0% N/A 59.5% 92.0% 13.8% 13.8% 35.5%
Proportion of inhabitants who are living in a dwelling not comfortably cool in summer.
Although Eurostat no longer collects this indicator under the EU-SILC [81], a fact which
has been criticized by academics and researchers [82,83], it is especially relevant because it
implies a higher risk of heat stress and potential subsequent health impacts. That is because
although a high number of people may have AC in their houses, it does not mean that all
of them can afford to use it—e.g., 84% of households have AC in Cyprus (see Table 2), but a
total of 28.2% cannot keep comfortably cool in their houses (see Table 3), possibly because
they cannot afford to pay their energy bills or to pay for the AC system maintenance.
Gouveia et al. [84] identified this issue in a Portuguese region (i.e., Évora) with very
hot summers, showing increased vulnerability to climate change impacts. Furthermore,
Sustainability 2021, 13, 2987 9 of 25
attention is drawn to the case of Finland, where cooling active and passive solutions are
not mandatory by regulation, and up to 25.2% of households cannot keep comfortably cool
in their houses, mainly because buildings have traditionally been built to withstand cold
winters without taking into account future cooling needs.
Table 3. Share of households who live in a dwelling not comfortable cool in summer, 2012 [80].
Cyprus Greece Finland Israel Portugal Slovakia Spain
28.2% 34.0% 25.2% 25.0% 35.7% 21.0% 25.6%
Note that, according to a survey carried out by Dokupilová et al. [85] in June 2020, 40% of households were living
in a dwelling not comfortably cool in summer, highlighting over two-fold increase in the share of households in
the last 7 years.
2.2. Climate Data and Thermal Comfort
To obtain a broad overview of the significant variety of climate conditions and changes,
representative cities in each country were selected according to the Koppen-Geiger climate
classification [47]. Temperatures in each of the selected cities were calculated in accordance
with the 2000 Special Report on Emission Scenarios (SRES) A2 scenario (The A2 scenario
presents a very heterogeneous world, considering a value of 16.5 GtC/year (gigatones of
carbon per year) of CO2 emissions from fossil fuels, and 595 1018J/year (Joule per year) of
primary energy for 2050 in relation to 1990 [86].) of greenhouse gas emissions; known as
‘high’ forcing scenario, it considers a 2.2 higher CO2 concentration than the present values
by the end of the 21st century. To obtain climatic data adapted to climate change (according
to scenario A2) for any location in the world for 2020 and 2050, this paper uses Meteonorm
software, a calculation tool with a combination of reliable data sources that generates
accurate and representative typical years for any place in the world [87]. The Metonorm
software and climatological database are broadly used to create monthly, daily, and hourly
time series of future scenarios by considering variations of radiation, precipitation, and
temperature [88].
It is important for this work to highlight that the SRES A2 was the only scenario
available for use in the Meteonorm software at the time of the analysis. In 2013, the In-
tergovernmental Panel on Climate Change released the Fifth Assessment Report, based
on the fifth phase of the Coupled Model Intercomparison Project (CMIP5). The report
incorporates the latest versions of climate models and scenarios and introduces the 2010
Representative Concentration Pathways (RCP) [89], which became the standard for climate
change analysis. Although this analysis is not based on the latest and updated scenarios, it
is important to clarify that the IPCC’s Fifth Assessment also uses results from the SRES
CMIP3 modeling and therefore identifies similar scenarios from each set. In particular, in
the last part of the XXI century, the SRES A2 presents a similar path to RCP 8.5 (which
represents a very pessimistic scenario). Both scenarios are very similar in terms of global
radiation (about 8 W/m2) and similar changes in global mean temperature. RCP8.5 indi-
cates global mean surface temperatures for 2081 to 2100, compared with those for 1986 to
2005, to be likely in the range of 2.6 ◦C to 4.8 ◦C higher, with a calculated mean increase of
3.7 ◦C [90]. The projected increase in temperatures for SRES A2 for the 2090 to 2099 period,
relative to 1980 to 1999, is presented as 2.0 ◦C to 5.9 ◦C, with a calculated mean increase
of 3.4 ◦C [91]. Hence, for the analysis performed in this study, the results are deemed
valid and useful. However, potential future research is the use of RCP scenarios (using
downscaling methodologies) in order to be able to compare results.
Regarding the upper thermal comfort temperature threshold used for the CDD and
CDH calculations for each country’s most representative cities, this was calculated in
two ways. The first one was calculated according to the principles in ASHRAE standard
55-2017 [49], in which indoor comfort temperatures depend on external temperatures
of the previous days. Generally, two thermal comfort temperature thresholds can be
calculated depending on the people’s level of acceptability (80% acceptability limits are for
a normal level of expectation—it is used for new buildings—and 90% acceptability limits
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are for a moderate level of expectation; it is used in existing buildings) [49]. Taking into
considerations vulnerable energy households (elderly, children, or people with chronic
diseases), who spend most of their time at home and typically have higher thermal needs,
as well as the issue of energy poverty in summer, 90% of acceptability was used in this
work to calculate the upper limit of thermal comfort temperature thresholds, which is
determined by Equation (1), according to the ASHRAE standard 55-2017 [49]:
To = 0.31 × Tpma + 17.8 + 2.5, (1)
where To is acceptable upper operative temperature, and Tpma is the prevailing mean out-
door temperature of the previous 7 days. This standard is also aligned with the European
regulation EN 16798-1:2019 [56] for designing and assessing buildings’ energy performance
addressing indoor air quality and thermal environment. Note that the standard for calcu-
lating the prevailing mean outdoor temperature (Tpma) is only applicable when it is greater
than 10 ◦C and less than 33.5 ◦C [49]. Otherwise, Tpma has to be set, respectively, at 10 ◦C
and 33.5 ◦C.
The second approach in calculating the upper indoor thermal comfort threshold is
fixed and calculated according to the Eurostat methodology [39]. Unlike the adaptive
methodology, the indoor thermal comfort temperature does not vary along the different
days of the year when using this approach.
2.3. Calculation of CDD and CDH
According to the Eurostat methodology (“fixed threshold”) [39], the CDD index
depicts the severity of the heat in a specific period taking into consideration daily outdoor
temperature and average room temperature (in other words, the need for space cooling per
day). On the other hand, the CDH assesses the severity of heat considering hourly outdoor
temperature and, using Equation (1), estimating the need for cooling per hour.
The calculation of CDD, according to the Eurostat methodology, relies on the base
temperature (Tb), defined as the highest daily mean outside dry-bulb temperature, not
leading to indoor cooling. The value of the base temperature (Tb) depends on several
factors associated with the built environment. Using a general climatological approach, the
base temperature (Tb) is set to a constant value of 24 ◦C in the CDD calculation [39]. If the
Mean Outside Dry-Bulb Temperature of the day (Tm) is greater than or equal to Tb for that
day, the value of the CDD index is Tm-To [48], where To is the indoor comfort temperature,
which is set to 21 ◦C. Otherwise, if the daily mean air temperature is lower than Tb for
that day, the CDD index is 0. Therefore, the calculation of CDD according to the Eurostat
methodology can be expressed by Equation (2):
If (Tm ≥ 24 ◦C; Tm − 21 ◦C; 0) (2)
On the other hand, the CDH calculation is customarily carried out by using the upper
adaptive indoor comfort temperature (To in Equation (1)). Unlike the Eurostat methodology,
the adaptive thermal comfort methodology does not use a fixed base temperature (Tb)
and indoor comfort temperature (To), rather an acceptable upper operative temperature
calculated by Equation (1). The adaptive comfort criterion is considered appropriate for
this study because climatic differences across the seven selected countries are considered.
In addition, this standard analyses the people’s capability to adapt to different indoor
environments; it sets a wide range of temperature thresholds for adaptability, and it reflects
maximum thermal habitability conditions, which is especially common among vulnerable
people. The calculation of CDH adjusted to the upper adaptive indoor comfort temperature
(Equation (1)) is shown by Equation (3):
If (Tm ≥ To; Tm − To; 0) (3)
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As a novelty of this work, the CDD and CDH calculations have also been carried
out, adopting the methodologies not usually encountered in the literature (see Section 1).
Usually, CDD values are calculated on a fixed thermal comfort model and CDH values on
an adaptive thermal comfort model (which has been explained for this study). Here, CDD
values are also calculated following the adaptive thermal comfort approach, and CDH
values are estimated based on a fixed thermal comfort threshold. This means that for the
CDD calculation by using the adaptive thermal comfort approach, the base temperature
(Tb) and indoor comfort temperature (To) are not set to a constant value of 24 ◦C and 21 ◦C,
respectively, as in Equation (2), rather both values are set by using the upper adaptive
indoor thermal comfort temperature threshold defined in Equation (1), meaning that Tm
and To have the same value. Then, the calculation of CDD by using the adaptive thermal
comfort approach [49] is defined by Equation (3), which in this case is applied to the
average daily temperature.
Regarding the calculation of the CDH by using the Eurostat methodology (fixed
thermal comfort threshold), it differs from the adaptive thermal comfort approach in how
the indoor thermal comfort temperature (To) and base temperature (Tb) are set. Unlike with
the adaptive thermal comfort approach, in the Eurostat methodology, the indoor thermal
comfort temperature (To) is fixed to 21 ◦C and the base temperature (Tb) to 24 ◦C [48]. Thus,
similarly to the CDD calculation by using the Eurostat methodology, the calculation of
CDH values is defined by Equation (2) but applied to each hour of the year rather than
each day (in other words, it is calculated by using hourly rather than daily values).
3. Results
This section presents the results of the CDD and CDH values for 2020 and 2050
by using a fixed and adaptive thermal comfort temperature threshold, explained in
Sections 3.1 and 3.2. Furthermore, a comparison analysis between the results for CDD
and CDH indexes is provided in Section 3.3.
3.1. CDD Values for 2020 and 2050
Figure 3 shows the CDD values of the selected cities in 2020 and 2050 calculated by
applying the Eurostat (fixed thermal comfort temperature threshold) and adaptive thermal
comfort (variable thermal comfort temperature threshold) methods explained above (see
Sections 2.2 and 2.3 for further details). Blue and yellow bars represent the CDD values
for 2020 by using the adaptive thermal comfort and Eurostat methods, respectively, and
the orange and purple ones represent the CDD values for 2050 by using the adaptive
thermal comfort and Eurostat methods. Overall, both figures show a CDD value increase
for 2050, with different percentages depending on the city. For instance, Gilat has the
highest CDD values for 2020 and 2050 using the Eurostat method, while Oulu has no CDD
values for 2020 and 2050. However, analyzing the CDD values for 2020 and 2050 by using
the adaptive method, Sevilla has the highest values instead of Gilat.
Figure 4 represents the CDD values only for 2020, calculated by applying the Eurostat
and the adaptive thermal comfort methods to better understand the effects of using a fixed
or adaptive thermal comfort threshold. Blue bars represent the CDD values according to the
adaptive thermal comfort method, and the orange ones represent CDD values according
to the Eurostat one. Analyzing Figure 4, it is shown that the highest value of CDD by
using the adaptive thermal comfort method is calculated for the city of Sevilla (68.18),
whereas, according to the Eurostat method, Gilat is the hottest city (946.80). On the other
hand, the lowest values of CDD by using the adaptive thermal comfort method (i.e., 0)
is obtained for the five coldest cities (Oviedo, Poprad, Oulu, Sodankylae, and Turku),
whereas, according to the Eurostat method, only four of these five cities present a CDD
value equal to 0 (note that Oviedo has a CDD value equal to 3.23). In this respect, it can
be highlighted that the adaptive thermal comfort method provides much lower values of
CDD than the Eurostat one (the median ratio between the Eurostat method values and the
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adaptive thermal comfort ones is 37). This means that the Eurostat method neglects the
effects of building users’ adaptive actions to adapt to indoor air temperatures.
Figure 3. CDD values for 2020 and 2050 according to the Eurostat and adaptive thermal comfort
methods (authors’ contribution).
Figure 4. CDD values for 2020 by using the adaptive thermal comfort and Eurostat methods
(authors’ contribution).
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3.2. CDH Values for 2020 and 2050
Figure 5 shows the CDH values of the selected cities in 2020 and 2050 calculated
by applying, respectively, the Eurostat and adaptive thermal comfort methods explained
above (see Sections 2.2 and 2.3 for further details). Blue and yellow bars represent the CDH
values for 2020 by using the adaptive thermal comfort and Eurostat methods, respectively,
and the orange and purple ones represent the CDH values for 2050 by using the adaptive
thermal comfort and Eurostat methods. Overall, both figures show a CDH value increase
for 2050, with different percentages depending on the city. For instance, Gilat has the
highest CDH values for 2020 and 2050 by using the Eurostat method, while Oulu has the
lowest values for 2020 and 2050. However, unlike the CDD values, analyzing the CDH
values for 2020 and 2050 by using the adaptive thermal comfort method, Gilat and Sevilla
have similar values (see Section 3.1). This means that the CDH index, which considers
hourly outdoor temperatures, enables an accurate assessment of the cooling needs.
Figure 5. CDH values for 2020 and 2050 according to the Eurostat and adaptive thermal comfort
methods (authors’ contribution).
To provide a better understanding of the effects of using a fixed or an adaptive thermal
comfort threshold on the CDH calculation, Figure 6 shows the CDH values only for 2020
calculated by applying the Eurostat and the adaptive thermal comfort methods. Blue bars
represent the CDH values according to the adaptive thermal comfort method, and the
orange ones represent the CDH values according to the Eurostat one. Analyzing Figure 6,
it is shown that the city of Seville has the highest value of CDH by using the adaptive
method (5037.27). At the same time, Gilat is the hottest city when using the Eurostat
method (24,952.90), just like in the CDD index (see Section 3.1 for further details). It is
important to note here that the difference between using the adaptive thermal comfort
and the Eurostat methods is almost double in the CDD methodology than in the CDH one
(467% and 222%, respectively). This is mainly because the CDD index uses daily outdoor
temperatures and the CDH one uses hourly outdoor temperatures. On the other hand, the
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lowest value of CDH for the adaptive thermal comfort method corresponds to the city of
Oulu, whereas, using a fixed threshold (Eurostat), Sodankylae has the lowest CDH value.
In this respect, it can be said that the adaptive CDH values are significantly lower than the
Eurostat ones (the median ratio between the Eurostat method values and the adaptive ones
is 6).
Figure 6. CDH values for 2020 by using the adaptive thermal comfort and Eurostat methods
(authors’ contribution).
3.3. Comparison between CDD and CDH Indexes
It is also possible to compare results for CDD and CDH indexes. Figure 7 shows the
percentage change between CDD and CDH values for 2020 and 2050 for adaptive thermal
comfort and Eurostat methods. Blue and orange bars show how CDD and CDH values
vary between 2020 and 205 when using the adaptive thermal comfort method, and yellow
and purple bars when using the Eurostat method.
The CDD index in Figure 7 indicates that several cities in different countries have
no cooling requirements (Propad, Oulu, Sodankylae, and Turku). These findings appear
to be contradictory to the heatwave experienced in 2019 when Oulu and Turku recorded
temperatures higher than 19 ◦C in June and July and even higher than 22 ◦C in Turku
(see Figure 2). These unprecedented temperatures for this part of the world ascertain the
actual need for cooling in critical times. On the other hand, using an hourly based index
(CDH), there is no city with null values, and there are different CDH values among the
cities, even among the coldest ones (CDH values for Oulu, Sodankylae, and Turku by using
the adaptive thermal comfort methodology are 11.01, 15.27 and 24.87, respectively).
Secondly, when comparing the average increase between 2020 and 2050, CDD values
present a noticeable median increase by using both methods: 54% in the calculation with
the Eurostat method and 112% in the values calculated using the adaptive thermal comfort
temperature threshold. On the other hand, the CDH values increase by 41% for the
Eurostat method and 55% for the adaptive one. It is interesting to highlight that the CDH
values increase is relatively similar to the CDD values when using the Eurostat method
(a fixed thermal comfort temperature threshold), but very different (almost double) when
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using the adaptive thermal comfort method, in which CDD values experience a two-fold
increase with regards to the CDH values. This shows that, unlike the CDH index, the CDD
index does not provide accurate values when using the adaptive thermal comfort method,
neglecting hourly changes in temperatures (i.e., between day and night).
Figure 7. Adaptive and Eurostat CDD and CDH values variation between 2020 and 2050 (au-
thors’ contribution).
4. Discussion
In this section, several aspects of the results are discussed: (1) the difference between
the CDD and CDH indexes and the methodology used for the calculation; (2) the impli-
cations of results for further research; (3) the implications of results for energy poverty
mitigation in summer, and (4) the implications of results for policy formulation.
4.1. Discussion of the Difference in the Models
The main difference between the CDD and CDH indexes is that the CDD index
uses daily average temperature in contrast to the CDH index, which uses hourly average
temperature, meaning that the CDH index provides a more reliable and accurate assessment
of the effect temperature variations have on the cooling demand. This aspect is shown in
Figures 4 and 6, where the CDD values are significantly lower than the CDH ones (i.e.,
Gilat had a CDD value of 946.80 and a CDH value 24,952.90 in 2020 by using the Eurostat
methodology). In this respect, unlike the CDD values, it can be said that the CDH values
consider the high cooling needs that inhabitants in Gilat experienced in different periods
of the day in 2020.
Secondly, results show the methodology’s importance (meaning the thermal comfort
temperature threshold) used to calculate the CDD and CDH values. For instance, Eurostat
imposes that, to consider the average outdoor temperature (Tm) of the day in calculating
CDD, this has to be equal to or higher than 24 ◦C. Furthermore, it must meet that the base
temperature (Tb) is equal to 24 ◦C (Tb = 24 ◦C), neglecting that the base temperature for the
adaptive thermal comfort method changes among the days in the warmer months, and
it is usually higher than the Eurostat one (see Section 2.3 for further details). Therefore,
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the Eurostat values of CDD/CDH are higher than those of the adaptive thermal comfort
method’s ones (i.e., Gilat has a CDD and CDH value of 946.80 and 24,952.90 in 2020 by
using the Eurostat methodology, while only a CDD and CDH value of 18.86 and 4422.11
when using the adaptive thermal comfort methodology; see Figures 4 and 6). Moreover, the
Eurostat method can represent the temperature trend; however, it cannot consider people’s
ability to progressively adapt their thermal comfort band according to the climate of the
location and the average temperature of the previous days.
On the other hand, the adaptive method can detect this phenomenon, then avoiding
the overestimation of cooling needs. Interestingly, results for the adaptive thermal comfort
method suggest that there is no direct correspondence to the values calculated with the
Eurostat one, which can be interpreted as a result of the non-linearity between the temper-
ature change considered in the model and the people’s adaptability among the different
climates. This calls for careful consideration of a study’s methodology, according to the
project’s aims, as results and implications may be quite different.
More in detail, when comparing the CDD and CDH values, the CDD values in the
coldest cities were equal to 0 in 2020 independently of the thermal comfort temperature
threshold used (Eurostat or adaptive thermal comfort), whereas the CDH values in the
same cities are not null, and differ among the cities (i.e., Oulu, Sodankylae and Turku; see
Figures 3 and 5). Furthermore, it can be noted that the CDD index fails to detect smaller
changes in temperatures, as it uses daily average temperature rather than hourly. For
instance, the CDD values of Poprad, Oulu, Sodankylae, and Turku do not change between
2020 and 2050 according to the two thresholds (Eurostat or adaptive thermal comfort);
see values of the % CDD changes in Table 4. However, according to the CDH index,
Poprad, Oulu, Sodankylae, and Turku will experience an increase in the values for 2050
independently of the threshold used (Eurostat or adaptive thermal comfort); see values
of the % CDH changes in Table 4. In other words, the CDH index represents the cooling
needs of each city more realistically and can detect the differences even in the cities with
cold climates. The CDH index can therefore be considered a more accurate index because
it considers hourly changes in temperatures, which can affect people’s thermal comfort.
This is an important fact when analyzing those cities with a wide range of temperatures
between day and night (i.e., southern cities in Nordic regions, and inner and southern cities
in Slovakia and Spain), where people’s capability to adapt to the indoor environment plays
a key role in the energy needs.
In the end, it can be said that the CDD index highlights the effects of climate warming
in those countries that are already experiencing intense summers, while the CDH index
sheds light on the future implications in those countries with cold and mild summers, such
as Nordic regions; see Table 4). Thus, one method should not be prioritized over the other;
instead, one should combine them to get a better perspective from the analysis.
4.2. Discussion on Implications of Results for Further Research
Results from this study confirm previous work results on the potential effect of
climate change regarding energy demand increase and indoor thermal comfort implications,
estimating an overall increase of cooling demand up to 2050, in the range of 54–112% (see
Table 4), depending on the methodology employed. Aebischer et al. [92] evaluated the
impact of a temperature increase in summer cooling demand based on CDD values and
the Eurostat thermal comfort threshold across Europe. Their results showed a 115%
CDD increase for 2035 and an associated electricity energy consumption increase of 46%.
Similarly, Larsen et al. [93] analyzed cooling demand trends with outdoor temperature
changes for different climate models and scenarios at the European level, showing a
general CDD increase, with a higher incidence in Nordic regions (i.e., Sweden, Norway,
and Finland). In relation to other studies using CDD values based on the Eurostat method,
results show that the percentage increase on CDD values provided in this work are similar.
This work shows the importance of the thermal comfort temperature threshold used
when calculating CDD and CDH values, as the results may be quite different, suggesting
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that the method and threshold used for the calculation should be based on the analyzed
case study and research’s aims. For instance, looking at the % CDD change values for
Finland in Table 4 (i.e., values equal to 0), it can be said that climate warming will not
affect either cooling demand or people’s thermal comfort. However, the % CDH change
values show that Finland will suffer at least a 50% cooling demand increase by 2050, being
higher depending on the city (i.e., Sodankylä will suffer a 54% increase while Oulu a
235% according to the adaptive thermal comfort temperature threshold). Hence, these
results have important implications for further research on climate warming impacts in the
Finnish building stock and people’s thermal comfort, and Nordic regions in general, when
considering that 25.5 of households were uncomfortable cool in summer, 53.8% of existing
residential building stock were built before 1908 with poor energy-efficiency characteristics,
and there is neither record nor culture of AC usage (see Table 4).
Table 4. Summary of results and main building characteristics in the studied cities (authors’ contribution).





1980 (%)Eurostat Adaptive Eurostat Adaptive
Cyprus Paphos 55 878 41 91 28.2 84.0 40.0
Finland
Oulu 0 0 208 235
25.2 N/A 53.8Sodankylä 0 0 82 54
Turku 0 0 142 302
Greece
Athens 108 459 64 100
34.0 59.5 58.4Thessaloniki 78 779 69 112
Tripoli 48 170 39 48
Israel Gilat 22 123 18 26 25.0 92.0 80.0
Portugal
Lisbon 99 71 61 56
35.7 13.8 53.5
Oporto 91 151 94 69
Slovakia
Bratislava 81 126 32 43
21.0 13.8 67.0Trebisov 6 14 11 18
Poprad 0 0 24 16
Spain
Granada 11 10 13 10
25.6 35.5 54.1
Leon 65 112 31 29
Madrid 57 254 35 42
Oviedo 135 0 139 79
Pamplona 125 132 67 80
Sevilla 14 23 10 12
On the other hand, unlike the CDD index, the use of the CDH index shows that the
expected values of building cooling demand might not happen finally. For instance, several
studies in Portugal [15,17,21] estimate a potential cooling demand increase of up to 83%
for 2050. Similarly, according to the ‘An EU Strategy on Heating and Cooling’ report from
the European Commission [23], a 74.5% increase in the cooling energy demand is expected
across the EU countries by 2050. However, the results of this work, by using the CDH
index and adaptive thermal comfort temperature threshold, show a potential building
cooling demand ranging from 56–69% in Portugal depending on the region (see Table 4 for
further details), and an average 55% building cooling demand increase across different EU
countries (see Figure 7 in Section 3.3).
In the end, as the novelty of this work, the comparative analysis presented provides
a better understanding of the potential implications of using each of the methodologies
analyzed in terms of the final values; the CDD index, through the use of average daily
temperatures, overestimates the potential cooling demand in countries with hot summers
and neglects meaningful changes in countries with relatively cold and mild summers,
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i.e., northern countries. On the other hand, the CDH index, which uses average hourly
temperatures, provides lower cooling demand values in countries with hot summers and
accurate analysis of the potential cooling demand increase in those countries which are
currently out of the framework, i.e., Nordic regions.
4.3. Discussion of the Implications of Results for Energy Poverty Mitigation in Summer
The results of both indexes suggest that there is a noticeable average increase in both
CDD and CDH values in 2050 (up to double in some of the studied cities). There is a
limited number of studies on the consequences of an increase in CDD and CDH values
for European citizens’ well-being concerning energy poverty in summer. Atsalis et al. [94],
in a case study in Greece, showed that mortality is positively-correlated with higher
CDD values. Relevant implications when considering results of this work, which show a
considerable increase in CDD values for 2050: 108% and 459% in Athens; 78% and 779%
in Thessaloniki; and 48% and 170% in Tripoli according to the fixed and adaptive thermal
comfort temperature threshold, respectively. This means that households will need to
use cooling systems in order to overcome high indoor temperatures and stay healthy at
home, yet this will increase energy consumption, potentially creating social justice issues
among vulnerable population groups (i.e., elderly, low-income households, etc.) such
as energy poverty [95]. In this respect, Eskeland and Mideksa [96] estimated that one
unit increase in CDD could lead to an electricity consumption raise of 0.04%, meaning,
for instance, that for the case study of Greece, households will see an increase in their
electricity consumption in summer of 11.34% in Athens, 17.14% in Thessaloniki, and 4.36%
in Tripoli. However, it should be noted for this work that the electricity consumption
increase might be lower according to the CDH values (which considers people’s capability
to adapt the thermal comfort band without using the cooling system): 3.28% in Athens, in
3.62% Thessaloniki, and 1.74% in Tripoli. This comparison relates to the implementation
of communication strategies to assist most vulnerable households with their energy use
as an effective measure to reduce households’ energy consumption and, subsequently,
energy poverty.
Unlike energy poverty in winter, which has been embedded within decision-makers’
discourse among European countries, the importance of summertime cooling poverty has
relatively been neglected. In this respect, it is important to highlight for this work the case
study of Finland, where up to a two-fold increase in the CDH values is expected in 2050.
As shown in Table 4, national building energy-efficiency regulation does not consider the
installation of cooling system during either the design or retrofitting process, and up to
53.8% of buildings were built before 1980, which is possibly leading 25.2% of households
to not live comfortably cool in summer. In this context, those households with low incomes
who live in housing predisposed to high temperatures (i.e., existing residential building
stock is old and with low energy-efficiency characteristics) and are unable to afford to
install neither passive nor active cooling measures (i.e., low share of households with AC
and low-income level) will witness exacerbated effects of summer heat [9,82]. Important
implications for Nordic regions in general where the social welfare model does not reflect
the impacts of projected climate warming in citizens’ wellbeing, relatively absent within
the discourse of decision-makers [83].
Cities located in southern countries, already experiencing intense summers, are ex-
pected to face even harsher conditions and will be called to adapt to hazardous envi-
ronments (i.e., Paphos, Thessaloniki, Athens, Madrid; see Table 4). Nevertheless, the
shock that northern countries will experience should not be overlooked. Their CDD and
CDH values may not be comparable to those of southern countries; however, population
and dwellings are not adapted at all (i.e., 84% of households have AC in Cyprus, and
59.5% in Greece, but there is no record in Finland; see Table 4). For this reason, struc-
tural modifications in the building stock and occupant behavior should be anticipated for
northern countries, whereas for southern countries, there should be a ramp-up of existing
renovation techniques.
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In conclusion, unlike existing studies, this work shows a relevant connection between
climate warming, cooling demand, and the risk of energy poverty in summer, and this
must therefore be considered within the energy and building policy-making process.
4.4. Discussion on Implications of Results for Policy Formulation
Findings of this work indicate that the absolute values of CDD/CDH based on the
adaptive thermal comfort method are lower than the Eurostat method ones. Therefore,
the absolute variation of CDD/CDH values between 2020 and 2050 by using the adaptive
thermal comfort method is lower than the variation calculated using the Eurostat one.
On the other hand, the relative variation calculated with the adaptive thermal comfort
method is on average higher than the Eurostat one (see Table 4). This means that the
temperature increases projected in this paper for 2050 could affect the “habitability of
residences” because, even considering the people’s capability to adapt their comfort band,
the temperature values in 2050 would be higher than the adaptive thermal comfort tem-
perature threshold values, specifically over 55% (see Section 3.3). In 2012, an average
of 20% of households were uncomfortably cool in summer, and over 58% of buildings
were built before 1980 with poor energy-efficiency quality in the studied countries (see
Table 4), which might lead to a two-fold increase in the share of households who live
uncomfortably cool in summer in 2050 according to this work’s results. Similarly, based on
findings from the literature [23,72,73,79,82], this is very likely to increase the adoption of
air conditioning and energy consumption in the summer, especially in southern European
countries. Nevertheless, these changes might not be as significant as the expected impacts
of other factors (e.g., household size, income, electricity prices, occupant thermal comfort
patterns, socio-economic particularities) [29]. Therefore, interpretation of results in that
regard should be cautious.
These results shed light on the need for building design and building refurbishment
to be based on the implications of projected climatic scenarios in the cooling demand
increase rather than on past climatic data. Building location and the type of ventilation
system (i.e., natural, mechanical, or a combination of both) can play an important role in
cooling mitigation, specifically to provide natural ventilation at night, decrease cooling
load and increase thermal comfort [97]. The uses of the adaptive thermal comfort method,
which considers occupants’ capability to adapt to different indoor conditions, shows that
energy-efficiency solutions must be occupant-centered rather than solely mechanically
oriented since the latter does not allow occupants to adapt to different indoor thermal
comfort conditions. This can also have potential societal implications when designing social
housing and/or retrofitting vulnerable households’ dwellings to mitigate energy poverty,
prioritizing cheaper solutions that reduce household energy consumption rather than only
installing a cooling system to provide an adequate indoor thermal comfort environment.
In this respect, these results provide key insights that may support policymakers
to define future building regulations concerning the Renovation Wave for Europe [98],
which aims to double the annual energy renovation rate of residential and non-residential
buildings by 2030 and foster deep energy renovation, maintaining the renovation level until
2050, when EU-wide climate neutrality must be achieved. Passive and technical solutions
to reduce cooling energy demand in buildings, which enable occupants to interact with
building’s systems to adapt to the indoor environment, must be taken into consideration
(as has already been done for heating systems such as heat pumps [99]), and adaptive
thermal methods have the potential to assess the effectiveness of these measures.
5. Conclusions
Cooling energy demand in buildings is largely overlooked in many attempts to achieve
climate change mitigation and related carbon neutrality targets. In this respect, this work
analyses the effects of a warmer climate in the residential cooling demand for 2050 on a
case study of nineteen cities across seven countries: Cyprus, Finland, Greece, Portugal,
Slovakia, Spain, and Israel. To do that, cooling degree days and hours (CDD and CDH) are
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calculated using both fixed and adaptive thermal comfort temperature thresholds for 2020
and 2050.
Results suggest that there is a noticeable average increase in both CDD and CDH
values by using both thresholds for 2050. However, it can be noticed that the CDD values
fail to detect smaller changes in temperatures. For instance, in the Nordic cities of Oulu,
Sodankylae, and Turku, CDD values are equal to 0 for 2020 and 2050, regardless of the
model used. In this respect, it can be said that the CDH index better represents the cooling
needs of each city and can detect the differences even between cities with cold climates.
Unlike the CDD index, which uses daily average temperatures, the CDH index can therefore
be considered a more accurate methodology to assess the impacts of projected climate
warming in the residential cooling demand, as it calculates hourly changes in temperatures,
which can affect people’s thermal comfort.
In terms of methodology, results show that, unlike the adaptive thermal comfort
methodology, the Eurostat methodology is less likely to consider people’s ability to pro-
gressively adapt their thermal comfort band according to the climate characteristics of
the location, leading then to an overestimation of the cooling needs. This fact can be seen
in Figures 4 and 6, where CDD and CDH values by using the Eurostat methodology are
significantly higher than if the adaptive thermal comfort methodology is used. This is
mainly because the Eurostat methodology does not consider daily temperature changes
(i.e., base temperature (Tb) and indoor operative temperature (To) are set at 24 ◦C and
21 ◦C, respectively; see Equation (2) in Section 2.3), neglecting that outdoor temperatures
(Tb) vary among the days, and between day and night, and the capability of people to
adapt to the indoor thermal comfort conditions (To); this fact is considered in the adaptive
thermal comfort methodology (see Equation (3) in Section 2.3). It is important to note that
the results for the adaptive method suggest that there is not a direct correspondence to
the values calculated with the Eurostat one, which can be interpreted as a result of the
non-linearity between the temperature change considered in the model and the people’s
adaptability among the different climates.
Although the results from this study are aligned with the evidence found in other
studies concerning the potential effect of climate change regarding cooling demand and
thermal comfort, in particular, they must be carefully considered, given the complexity to
assess thermal comfort and the impossibility to predict occupants’ behavior and capability
of adaptation to future scenarios, given the temperature increase velocity. Thus, further
research is needed in order to be able to evaluate the results of this paper (e.g., the use of
RCP scenarios using downscaling methodologies).
Regarding policy implications, this work sheds light on the need for building design
to be based on the implications of projected climatic scenario in the cooling energy demand
rather than on past climatic data. Furthermore, it shows that energy-efficiency solutions
must be occupant-centered rather than solely focused on technology, thus enabling occu-
pants to adapt to different indoor thermal comfort conditions. As it is discussed in Section
4, this can lead to reducing cooling demand and possibly energy consumption; people
might adapt to the indoor thermal comfort conditions opening windows rather than using
the cooling system (AC). This can also have potential societal implications when improving
the energy efficiency of most vulnerable households in order to mitigate energy poverty
in summer. As discussed above, a 0.04% electricity consumption increase per CDD value
is expected, meaning, for instance, an 11.34%, 17.14%, and 4.36% electricity consumption
increase for households located in Athens, Thessaloniki, and Tripoli in the summertime.
Low-income households who live in housing predisposed to high temperatures (old and
low energy-efficient residential building stock) and are unable to afford to install cooling
measures or/and pay the associated costs will more severely experience the effects of heat
and, as a result, have a higher risk of suffering energy poverty in summer. For this reason,
structural modifications in the building stock and occupant behavior must be considered
within the policy-making process and anticipated for northern regions, where populations
and dwellings are not adapted at all, while a ramp-up of existing renovation techniques
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is encouraged for southern countries. In this respect, building design and refurbishment
must be based on projected climate changes during the building life cycle rather than on
past and present climatic data. Furthermore, a mix of methods to assess the impact of a
warmer climate on cooling demand should be used rather than only one, because as this
work shows, results can be quite different depending on the method used.
In conclusion, this paper shows that the effects of change in temperatures and intensity
in the residential cooling demand may differ depending on the model used for the analysis
and that the adaptive thermal comfort models have the potential to provide an analysis
closer to the reality, as occupants’ capability to adapt to different indoor environments is
considered. Furthermore, it shows that projected temperature increases for 2050 might
affect people’s ability to adapt their comfort band (i.e., indoor habitability) as temperatures
would be higher than the maximum admissible values for comfort and health.
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